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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Jamie Leon Proffitt appeals from his judgment of conviction entered on his 
conditional guilty plea to possessing a controlled substance. Proffitt challenges 
the district court's ruling denying his suppression motion. 
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings 
Officer Matheus saw Proffitt change lanes before signaling for the 
requisite time or distance under Idaho traffic laws. (PSI, pp. 28, 30.) Officers 
Matheus and Rush pulled Proffitt over for the traffic infraction. (PSI, pp. 28, 30.) 
Proffitt was shaking and nervous, and could not find a valid insurance card. 
(PSI, p. 30.) Officer Rush returned to his patrol car to write a citation while 
Officer Matheus talked to Proffitt. (PSI, p. 30.) 
The officers saw Proffitt "aggressively pushing his hand in his front left 
pocket." (PSI, p. 30.) Rush asked Proffit to stop, but he did not comply. (PSI, p. 
30.) Concerned that Proffitt was reaching for a weapon, Rush held Proffitt's arm 
to control his movements. (PSI, p. 30.) Proffitt resisted and refused to get out of 
his car. (PSI, pp. 30-31.) The officers forced Proffitt outside the car and to the 
ground, and after much resistance, Proffitt put his hands behind his back and 
was arrested for resisting and obstructing officers. (PSI, p. 31.) 
A search of Proffitt's left pocket revealed a hole, leading officers to find a 
baggie of a white crystalline substance in Proffit's underwear. (PSI, p. 31.) The 
substance tested presumptively positive for methamphetamine. (PSI, p. 31.) 
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Proffitt moved to suppress the evidence obtained in the search. (R., pp. 
41-42, 50-58.) The district court conducted a hearing at which Officers Rush and 
Matheus testified. (11/5/12 Tr.) Upon consideration of the evidence and the 
parties' briefing, the district court denied the motion. (11/5/12 Tr., pp. 94-107; R., 
pp. 78-79.) 
Proffitt entered into a conditional plea agreement, reserving the right to 
challenge the district court's ruling denying his suppression motion. (R., pp. 88-
89.) The district court entered judgment sentencing Proffitt to a term of seven 
years with two years fixed, but suspended sentence and ordered seven years' 
probation. (R., pp. 94-99.) Proffitt timely appealed. (R., pp. 104-06.) 
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ISSUE 
Proffitt states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court err when it denied Mr. Proffitt's motion to 
suppress? 
(Appellant's brief, p. 3.) 
The state rephrases the issue as: 
Did the district court properly deny Proffitt's motion to suppress? 
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ARGUMENT 
The District Court Properly Denied Proffitt's Motion To Suppress 
A. Introduction 
Proffitt asserts the district court erred in denying his motion to suppress, 
claiming Officers Matheus and Rush lacked probable cause to stop his car. 
(Appellant's brief, pp. 4-12.) According to Proffitt, all evidence gathered as a 
result of his traffic stop was therefore improperly obtained. (Appellant's brief, p. 
12.) Applicable case law supports the conclusion that police had a valid basis to 
stop Proffitt's car, thus the motion to suppress was properly denied. 
B. Standard Of Review 
When a decision on a suppression motion is challenged, the appellate 
court applies a bifurcated standard of review. State v. Almaraz, 154 Idaho 584, 
_, 301 P.3d 242, 251 (2013). The appellate court accepts the trial court's 
factual findings that are supported by substantial evidence, and freely reviews 
the application of constitutional principles to those facts. kl The credibility of 
the witnesses, the weight to be given to their testimony, and the inferences to be 
drawn from the evidence are all matters solely within the province of the district 
court. Peterson v. State, 139 Idaho 95, 97, 73 P.3d 108, 110 (Ct. App. 2003). 
C. Officers Matheus And Rush Had A Reasonable Suspicion To Stop 
Proffitt's Car, As Supported By Substantial Evidence In The Record 
A police stop of a suspect vehicle implicates the Fourth Amendment 
guarantee against unreasonable searches and seizures. State v. Horton, 150 
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Idaho 300, 302, 246 P.3d 673, 675 (2010). For a stop to be lawful, police must 
have "a reasonable suspicion that the vehicle is being driven contrary to traffic 
laws or that other criminal activity is afoot." kl (citing U.S. v. Cortez, 449 U.S. 
411, 417 (1981). A reasonable suspicion is more than speculation or instinct, 
but is less onerous than probable cause. kl 
Officer Matheus testified that she observed Proffitt change lanes without 
using his turn signal for an adequate distance as required by traffic regulations. 
(11/5/12 Tr., p. 11, Ls. 1-14; p. 11, L. 18 - p. 12, L. 24.) Officer Matheus's 
testimony reflects that her belief was based on her training and observations, not 
just instinct or speculation. Notably, Proffitt concedes that, if he was traveling 30 
mph, there would have been probable cause to believe he violated I.C. § 49-
808(2). (Appellant's brief, p. 8.) 
After weighing Officer Matheus's testimony, the district court determined 
that Proffitt had traveled "40 feet ... less than [the requisite] 100 feet." (11/5/12 
Tr., p. 105, L. 23 - p. 106, L. 8.) Substantial evidence in the record, through the 
officers' testimony, supports this finding. (11/5/12 Tr., p. 12, Ls. 16-19; p. 28, Ls. 
2-10.) Accordingly, the finding must be accepted on this appeal. Almaraz, 154 
Idaho at_, 301 P.3d at 251. 
Proffitt asserts the district court's finding was clearly erroneous, arguing, 
"Absent evidence of [his] rate of travel while signaling, there was insufficient 
evidence to support the court's conclusion." (Appellant's brief, pp. 7-8.) 
However, Proffitt cites no authority requiring the state to put on evidence of his 
rate of travel. Because Proffitt cites no other basis for his argument that the 
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district court clearly erred, Proffitt's argument fails. Accordingly, Proffitt has not 
established that his stop was unreasonable, or that the district court erred in 
denying his motion to suppress. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests that this Court affirm the order denying his 
motion to suppress. 
DATED this 27th day of August, 2013. 
Deputy Attorney General 
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